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Hon. Commissioner for Patents 
Washington, DC 20231 

Sir: 

The paper is responsive to the Office communication mailed on March 21, 2001 (March 
'01 Communication) by the Patent and Trademark Office (PTO). The March '01 
Communication provides a one month period for response that may be extended under 37 C.F.R. 
§ 1.136(a). This response is timely filed with a petition for an extension of time submitted 
herewith. 

The March '01 Conmiunication asserts that the reply filed on April 13, 2000 Response is 
not fully responsive to the prior Office action issued on February 3, 1998 Action. The March '01 
Communication asserts that the reply failed to sufficiently supplement the allegedly deficient 
August 3, 1998 Response(s), which, in turn, allegedly failed to comply with the Administrative 
Requirement (described in detail below) contained in the February 3, 1998 Action. 

Applicants respectfully request withdrawal of the determination in the March '01 
Communication that applicants' prior filings were non-responsive so that substantive 
examination on the merits of the instant application can resume. 

First, applicants respectfiilly maintain that the April 13, 2000 Response and the August 3, 
1998 Response each fiiUy complied with the requirements of 37 C.F.R. § 1.111 because 
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